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court’s finding that there had been substantial change in defendant’s financial
circumstances was clearly erroneous; whether trial court abused its discretion
in determining amount of defendant’s child support obligation; claim that trial
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due process; claim that right to speedy trial under sixth amendment and right
under Interstate Agreement on Detainers (§ 54-186 et seq.) to final disposition
of case within 180 days from date on which defendant requested speedy disposi-
tion wereviolated; claim that three year delay caused defendant actual substantial
prejudice and was unreasonable and unjustifiable; claim that state deliberately
delayed arrest to gain tactical advantage; waiver of claims stemming from postar-

rest delay.
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Motion to suppress; whether trial court properly concluded that search was lawful
under exigent circumstances exception to warrant requirement; whether trial
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Violation of probation, claim that trial court improperly declined to apply exclusion-
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